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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the request for continued examination filed 12 
January 2006 and the amendment filed 3 April 2006. 

2. Claims 70-72, 74-76, 78-83, 87-89, 91-95, 98, and 135-149 are pending. Claims 
70, 83, and 98 are independent claims. Claims 139-149 are newly added. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 11 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 70-72, 74-76, 78-83, 87-89, 91 -95, 98, and 1 35-1 49 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

5. The term "regular hypertext link" in claims 70, 83, and 98 in lines 1 1 -1 2, 1 1 -1 2, 
and 10-1 1 respectively, is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The term 
"regular hypertext link" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

Claims not specifically identified are rejected based upon their dependence upon 
a rejected base claim. 

6. Claims 87-89 and 141 recites the limitation "the information processing means" in 
lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. These 
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claims are dependent upon claim 83 which simply claims "providing means," as 
opposed to providing information processing means. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 70-72, 76, 81 , 83, 89, 98, 135-126, 139-142, and 145-146 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Durham (US 7032183, filed 5 June 
2001). 

As per independent claim 70, Durham discloses a method of linking web pages, 
comprising the steps of: 

• Associating at least one supplementary link with a primary web page, such 
supplementary link lacks the feature of the anchor which make a regular 
hypertext link visible, thus a supplementary link is normally hidden from view and 
does not disrupt the flow of text or graphics displayed on the web page (column 
7, line 26- column 8, line 42: Here, the cascading menu contains supplementary 
links. The menu is normally hidden from view and disrupts neither the flow of 
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text nor graphics. Further, the links within the cascading menu do not contain 
anchor tags (Figure 9)) 
• Providing information processing means by which the at least one supplementary 
link is transformed into a regular hypertext link (column 7, line 26- column 8, line 
42) 

As per dependent claim 71, Durham discloses a method wherein at least one 
supplementary link being stored in a data structure that is separate from the primary 
web page (Figure 4; column 5, line 53- column 6, line 27). 

As per dependent claim 72, Durham discloses a method wherein the data 
structure being associated with the primary web page (Figure 5: Here, after a requested 
web page is downloaded, the associated data file is downloaded). 

As per dependent claim 139, Durham discloses wherein the information 
processing means is in response to a user initiated command (column 9, line 42-48: 
Here, the user initiated command is a mouse over). 

As per dependent claim 76, Durham discloses wherein the user initiated 
command is through an icon (column 9, lines 42-48: Here, the user command is a 
mouse over an icon on the menu). 

As per dependent claim 81 , Durham discloses further means for searching for 
supplementary links within a specific proximity to a cursor (column 9, lines 42-48). 

As per independent claim 83, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 70. Claim 83 is similarly rejected. 
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As per dependent claim 89, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 76. Claim 89 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 94, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 81 . Claim 94 is similarly rejected. 

As per independent claim 98, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 70. Claim 98 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 135, Durham discloses wherein the association between 
the at least one supplementary link and the primary web page being explicitly reflected 
as content within the primary web page (Figure 7). 

As per dependent claim 136, Durham discloses wherein the association between 
at least one supplementary link and the primary web page being implicitly derived from 
the selected attribute of the primary web page (Figure 4). 

As per dependent claim 140, Durham discloses wherein the information 
processing means automatically transforms at least one supplementary link immediately 
upon the user accessing the primary web page (Figure 10). 

As per dependent claim 141 , the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 140. Claim 141 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 142, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 140. Claim 142 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 145, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 1 35. Claim 145 is similarly rejected. 
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As per dependent claim 146, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 136. Claim 146 is similarly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 79-80, 92-93, and 143-144 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Durham and further in view of Geilfuss Jr. et al. (US 2002/0075332, 
filed 22 September 1999, hereafter Geilfuss). 

As per dependent claim 79, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose the method including a request for linking application process whereby a third 
party seeks permission from an owner of the primary web page to add a new 
supplementary link to the primary web page. However, Geilfuss discloses the method 
including a request for linking application process whereby a third party seeks 
permission from an owner of the primary web page to add a new supplementary link to 
the primary web page (page 1 , paragraph 0008; page 4, paragraph 0038: Here, the 
third party is a group of merchants). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Geilfuss, since it would have 
allowed a user to control the content on his/her web page. 

As per dependent claim 80, Durham and Geilfuss disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 79, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Geilfuss further 
discloses the third party must meet a list of criterion before a new supplementary link 
can be added to the web page, the supplementary link being automatically permitted 
upon the third party meeting the list of criterion (page 1 , paragraph 0008; page 9, 
paragraph 0062: Here, the fee is a criterion that must be agreed upon before a link is 
posted). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Geilfuss, since it would allow a 
user to control the content of his/her web page. 

As per dependent claim 92, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 79. Claim 92 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 93, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 80. Claim 93 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 143, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 79. Claim 143 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 144, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 80. Claim 144 is similarly rejected. 
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1 1 . Claims 82 and 95 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Durham in further view of Yahoo! ( www.vahoo.com , courtesy ofweb.archive.org). 

As per dependent claim 82, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose further including a search engine that searches for items that meet a specified 
search criterion. However, Yahoo! discloses the method of searching for items that 
meet a specified search criterion 

( http://web.archive.org/web/19961128070718/www8.vahoo.com/search.html : see the 
search options below the search field). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Yahoo!, since it would have 
allowed a user to specify criteria and receive supplementary links that had been 
updated since a last visit by a user. 

As per dependent claim 95, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 82. Claim 95 is similarly rejected. 

12. Claims 74, 87, and 137-138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Durham in further view of Musciano and Kennedy (HTML The 
Definitive Guide, hereafter Musciano). 

As per dependent claim 74, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. However, Durham is silent on 
the hidden command being given through a single HTML tag. However, Musciano 
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discloses the ability to have a single HTML tag give the hidden command (page 443, 
13.2.4.2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Musciano, since it would have 
allowed a user to hide links until they were requested by a user action. 

As per dependent claim 87, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 74. Claim 87 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 137, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
olaim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose wherein the supplementary are linked to individual points on the primary web 
page. However, Muschiano discloses linking to a pixel or a point between pixels on a 
web page (page 27, section 2.7.2). 

I. would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art a. the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Musciano, since i, would have 
allowed a user to initiate a command to view supplementary .inks and have a„ of them 
linked to the same points. 

As per dependent claim 138, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
olaim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose wherein the supplementary are linked to individual points on the primary web 
page. However, Muschiano discloses linking to an individual pixel or a point between 
pixels on a web page (page 27, section 2.7.2). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Musciano, since it would have 
allowed a user to initiate a command to view supplementary links and have all of them 
linked to different points. 

As per dependent claim 147, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 137. Claim 147 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 148, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 138. Claim 148 is similarly rejected. 

13. Claims 75, 78, 88, 91 , and 149 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Durham in further view of Microsoft® Excel® 2000 (released in 1999, 
screenshots provided). 

As per dependent claim 75, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. However, Durham fails to 
specifically disclose the user initiated command being a keystroke command code. 
However, Excel® discloses the method wherein the user initiated command being a 
keystroke command code (Keys for moving and scrolling in a worksheet or workbook, 
Keys for menus and toolbars, Keys for selecting data and cells, Keys to use with 
databases and lists). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Excel®, since it would have 
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allowed a user to enter keystroke shortcuts instead of having to manually move a 
mouse or other point means to an icon to display hidden links. 

As per dependent claim 78, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 76, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose the method wherein the icon is presented on a tool bar. However, Excel® 
discloses displaying icons on a tool bar (Figure 7: see the items immediately below the 
menu bar). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Excel®, since it would have 
allowed a user to have several icons located in the same place for easier use. 

As per dependent claim 88, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 75. Claim 88 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 91, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 78. Claim 91 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 149, Durham discloses the limitations similar to those in 
claim 70, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Durham fails to specifically 
disclose the information processing means being an option. However, Excel® discloses 
displaying a tool bar containing options (Figure 7: see the items immediately below the 
menu bar). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Durham with Excel®, since it would have 
allowed a user to have several icons located in the same place for easier use. 
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Response to Arguments 



14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 70-72, 74-76, 78-83, 87-89, 91-95, 
98, and 135-149 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571 ) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



Kyle R Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2178 
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